Abstract
Introduction
Contemporary approaches to Generative syntax (e.g. Principles and Parameter Theory (Chomsky 1981 (Chomsky , 1986 and Minimalism (Chomsky 1995 (Chomsky , 1998 (Chomsky , 1999 ) would lead to the expectation that WH in situ sentences like (1) in Standard Indonesian (SI) would be subject to few restrictions and constraints:
(1)
Siti mau apa?
Siti want what 'What does Siti want?'
In (1), an information question, the SVO word order of the question mirrors that of a declarative sentence:
(2) Siti mau buku ini.
Siti want book this 'Siti wants this book.'
Recent work on the analysis of WH in situ (e.g. Cole and Hermon 1995 , 1998 , 2000 points to the conclusion that in situ WH forms are in situ throughout the derivation. Thus, it
would not be expected that in situ WH forms would be subject to special constraints and restrictions on their distribution (e.g. constraints on movement). But, as we will show in section 2, a series of complex and seemingly arbirtrary constraints apply to in situ WH subjects in Indonesian. We will argue that the distributions observed do not follow from any known principles of universal grammar, and, indeed, seem mutually contradictory. Thus, they constitute a challenge to one of the fundamental working hypotheses of Generative Grammar, that seeming complexity in the syntax of languages will be reducible to "noise" caused by the interaction of simple, universal syntactic principles. 4 To put the matter differently, current Generative approaches like the Minimalist Program take it as given that languages do not differ in having different syntactic rules and constraints.
Rather, seeming differences in the syntax of languages are expected to evaporate once the languages are examined at an appropriate level of abstraction. In contrast, typological linguists and others of an empirical bent (e.g. Comrie 1989 and many others) believe that there is considerably greater diversity among languages than is generally acknowledged by Generative linguists, and that languages can, indeed, differ in a variety of ways including the constraints and restrictions on the in situ appearance of question words.
In this paper, we shall examine the complex conditions on WH in situ in Indonesian. We shall argue, on the one hand, that these conditions provide support for the typologist's view that there is considerable diversity in the syntactic patterns manifested by languages. But, on the other hand, we will also argue that the diversity in this case is not internal to the syntax (taking "syntax" in the narrow and technical sense usual in Minimalist works), but rather derives from the interaction of purely syntactic requirements with those of pragmatics (specifically, information structure). We conclude that both the Generative and the typological positions are correct (though incomplete), and that, surprisingly, these positions are considerably more compatible than might be expected. While the typological approach is correct in claiming considerable diversity among languages in the rules determining the distribution of words in sentences ("syntax" in the less technical sense), the Generative claim, that, the core syntactic principles are universal also seems to be correct. That is, the distribution of WH in situ in Indonesian will be seen to follow from the interaction between a simple, constrained and (potentially) universal formal syntax and language specific conditions on the relationship between syntax and information structure. This paper will be organized as follows. We shall first examine the restrictions on WH in situ in Standard Indonesian, and will show that, as far as we can tell, the restrictions are not explained by the principles of universal grammar, but, rather by a constraint on the relationship between syntax and information structure. We will then turn to Colloquial Jakarta Indonesian, a 5 variety heard not only on the streets of Jakarta but also on Indonesian radio and television. We shall show that CJI is similar to SI with regard to grammatical restrictions on WH in situ, but this variety of Indonesian lacks the constraint on the relationship between syntax and information structure found in SI.
The Distribution of WH Argument Words in SI
In this section we lay out in some detail the distribution of WH argument words in three types of sentences, (i) verbal sentences, (ii) sentences with the complementizer yang, and (iii) nominal sentences. Our purpose is to present a clear picture of the constraints on WH in situ.
Questioning in Verbal Sentences
As seen in (3), WH in situ is grammatical in direct object position in both root and embedded clauses in SI.
(3) a.
WH in Direct Object Position
Siti akan membeli apa? As seen in the examples (5) - (7) above, the subject position cannot be filled by a WH word in verbal sentences.
Questioning in Sentences with Yang
The ill-formed sentences in (5) - (7) become grammatical if the complementizer yang follows the WH word in SI. Notice that the sentences in (5) - (7) If structure (12) is correct, it is mysterious why (5) - (7) are ungrammatical but (8) - (10) are well-formed. We have argued, however, in Cole and Hermon (to appear) that the structure of WH questions with yang is quite different from that of questions without yang and that (12) is incorrect. This question is discussed extensively below.
Questioning in Nominal Sentences
Let us now turn from verbal sentences to nominal sentences, those which have two NPs as their immediate constituents. (13) what COMP reply-AN-2SG for PER-ask-AN-NYA 'What is your reply to his question?'
The sentences of (14) show that, unlike verbal sentences (8) - (10), yang cannot follow WH words in nominal sentences.
Why WH in situ in Subject Position is Ungrammatical in SI
The distribution described in the previous section appears to be internally inconsistent. WH in subject position is banned in verbal sentences; however, it is allowed in nominal sentences.
Furthermore, the presence of the complementizer, yang, appears to repair the ungrammaticality of subject questions in verbal sentences, while making ungrammatical otherwise well-formed subject questions in nominal sentences. In this section, we shall first show that a seemingly likely grammatical explanation does not appear to provide a solution to this puzzle. We shall then show that the seemingly contradictory restrictions on WH in situ in subject position in SI turn out not to be contradictory at all. The solution to this puzzle will be built upon three crucial claims: (a)
In SI there is a requirement of parallelism between syntactic structure and information structure;
(b) although yang sentences like (8) - (10) appear to be verbal sentences, a closer examination reveals that they are, in fact, nominal sentences; and (c) the grammaticality of apparent subject questions in nominal sentences like (8) - (10) and (13) is due to a general rule that optionally 12 moves focused predicates to initial position, and such sentences are not instances of either WH movement or of WH in situ in subject position.
An ECP Account of the Constraints on in Situ WH Subjects
It might be proposed that the constraints on WH in situ in SI are that t facts and are due to the effects of the ECP (or to whatever principles in current grammatical theory turn out to account for the range of facts accounted for by the ECP in the Principles and Parameters framework).
Under such an analysis, it would be claimed that in a sentence like (5a), repeated as (15) There are, however, a number of arguments against such an analysis. First, while it provides an account for (5) - (7), it provides no explanation for the remaining data in section 2: It does not explain why sentences like (8a), repeated below as (17), should be grammatical. Thus, it would be expected that sentences like (17) would be ungrammatical. They are, however, well-formed, suggesting that the ECP approach could not be correct.
Secondly, the that t analysis would not explain why in nominal sentences WH in situ in subject position is well formed without the yang complementizer, but ungrammatical when yang appears (the reverse of the pattern seen in verbal sentences).
Thirdly, there has been considerable work showing that WH in situ in Indonesian does not involve movement at any level. For example, in Saddy (1991 Saddy ( , 1992 , as well as Cole and Hermon (1995 , 1998 , 2000 , it is shown that in relativization in Indonesian the movement of the relative operator out of a Ross Island (Ross, 1967 Thus, while a that t account of the facts in section 2 may seem initially promising, such an account does not appear to be the correct explanation for the complex distribution of WH in situ in Indonesian. In the absence of alternative grammatical accounts for these facts, we shall now turn to what we consider a more promising approach to the problem.
The Parallelism Hypothesis (PH)
Turning to information structure, all languages provide formal devices to distinguish old information from new information, topic from focus, etc. (Lambrecht 1994, Van Valin and LaPolla 1997, and many others). There is, in all languages, a high correlation between information theoretic constructs like topic and focus, and grammatical constructs like subject and predicate.
For instance, the prototypical subject in English is also the topic, while the prototypical predicate is the focus. We contend that in SI, the crosslinguistically prototypical situation has become the rule: In SI, the subject must be the topic and cannot be the focus of the sentence.
That is, SI requires a strict parallelism between topic and subject, a parallelism not required in such languages as English. Abu study in room that just.now-IFM 'Was it just now that Abu was studying in that room?'
As seen in (20) - (27) above, the focus morpheme -lah and its interrogative counterpart -kah can be attached freely to any constituent except the subject. This fact suggests that there exists a strict parallelism between syntactic and information structure. Similar proposals were made by Soemarmo (1970) for Indonesian and by Poedjosoedarmo (1977) for Javanese.
(28) The Parallelism Hypothesis (PH)
The focus or new information must occur in the predicate and the subject must be the old information (topic).
The PH and Verbal Questions
Let us now see how the PH accounts for the ungrammatical verbal sentences in (5) -(7). Consider the WH question in (5a), repeated as (29). The structure of (29) As seen in (29), the WH word siapa occurs in the spec of IP. According to the PH, the spec of IP (subject) is a position reserved for the topic, thus correctly predicting that (29) is illformed: All WH words have inherent focus and are therefore banned from occupying the spec of IP. The same restriction also applies to the WH questions in (5b, c, d) - (7): They are all ungrammatical because the WH words in these sentences occur in the spec of IP.
The PH and Yang Questions
Our analysis for yang questions is based on the claim that these questions are in fact nominal We argue that the ill-formedness of the sentences of (37) is due to the distributional restriction on nominal relative clauses seen in examples (35) and (36). In other words, they are ill-formed because the headless relative clauses in those two sentences relativize the arguments of nominal sentences, which results in the ungrammaticality like that in (35).
The PH and Nominal Questions
We indicated earlier that, according to our analysis, yang questions and nominal questions have the same overall syntactic structure. Thus, a WH question like (38), has the structure shown in Similar to the account given for yang questions, the PH also holds of nominal questions like (38). According to the PH, the topic NP must appear in the subject position, and the focus in the predicate position. As shown in (39), NP1 is the subject and NP2 the predicate. Therefore, (39) is in conformity with the PH, thereby predicting the grammaticality of (38).
Predicate Movement
We have shown in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 that yang questions and nominal questions are both in fact nominal sentences, and that questions formed from nominal sentences presented in these sections do not violate the requirement that the subject be a topic. There are, however, also nominal questions which are grammatical despite the fact that the WH word gives the appearance of being in subject position, as shown in (8a), repeated as (40), and (13b), repeated as (41). It has already been established that the PH ( (28)) requires that question words be located in the predicate, not the subject in SI. Thus, it follows that in (40) and (41), despite appearances to the contrary, the question words cannot be in subject position. We shall now argue that the order of constituents in these sentences is due to an independently motivated process of predicate fronting, which moves a focus-marked constituent from the predicate to a sentence V'
Returning to yang questions like those in (40) and to nominal questions like those of (41) Thus, we claim that sentences like those of (40) and (41) are due to predicate fronting, and are not instances of WH in situ or of WH movement. As a result, these examples do not constitute true counter examples to the PH.
It should be noted that the process of predicate fronting moves a predicate phrase, not an NP or adverbial, to initial position in SI. Thus, predicate fronting can be distinguished from WH movement, which moves a WH constituent, NP or adverbial, leaving the verb in situ. Notice that predicate fronting applies in both questions and non-questions. In contrast, WH movement is restricted to elements which are [+WH] . It is only in the case of nominal sentences, in which the WH NP is the predicate, that there is the appearance of either WH in situ or WH movement. But when sentences like those in (40) and (41) are placed in the context of examples like those of (412b -43b), it can be seen that (40) and (41) are in fact instances of predicate fronting.
29

The Distribution of WH Argument Words in CJI
In this section we shall turn from SI to CJI. We shall show that the distributional constraints on WH in situ in subject position observed in SI do not hold in CJI.
Questioning in Verbal Sentences
In CJI, as in SI, WH in situ is employed to form WH questions in both root and embedded clauses. (46) .
Compare (5) - (7), which are ungrammatical in SI, with (48) - (50) 
Questioning in Nominal Sentences
As in SI, in CJI WH words appear in apparent subject position in nominal sentences: 
Why WH in situ in Subject Position is Grammatical in CJI
In this section we will give an account of why WH in situ in subject position ( (48) - (50)) is grammatical in CJI despite the fact that it is ill-formed in SI. We shall consider two hypotheses:
(a) the PH applies to both SI and CJI, but yang-less questions in (48) - (50) 
The Non-Parallelism Analysis: Evidence Against the Covert HRC Analysis
In this section we will argue for hypothesis (b) and against (a). We will show that CJI is in fact similar to English, in being a language that does not require a strict parallelism between subject and topic. To support our claim, we shall present evidence that questions without yang like those in (48) - (50) and (53) We conclude that unlike SI, in CJI the question word siapa in (53) can occur in the spec of IP.
The fact that question words in yang-less questions in CJI can be located in the spec of IP leads us to the conclusion that the non-parallelism analysis is the correct account for WH in situ in subject position in CJI.
To conclude this section, let us summarize the difference between SI and CJI regarding the subject questions: The questioning of subjects in SI is not possible, and apparent instances of subject questions with yang are in fact instances of fronted WH predicates rather than WH subjects. This state of affairs is due to the fact that SI requires a strict parallelism between topic and subject, which blocks WH in subject position. The in situ questioning of subjects in CJI, however, is possible because CJI does not require a parallelism between topic and subject (the Non-parallelism Analysis). Therefore, the question words can reside in the spec of IP. Turning to CJI, we have argued that WH subject questions without yang should be analyzed as instances of WH in situ in subject position, and that the strict parallelism between topic and subject that is required in SI does not apply to CJI. Yang-less questions cannot be analyzed as containing headless relative clauses because headless relative clauses in Indonesian are only well-formed when the complementizer yang is overtly present.
We conclude that the differences in restrictions on WH in situ in SI and CJI are not localized in the grammar in the strict sense, but are due to the interplay between grammar and pragmatics, specifically informations structure. It is of some interest that the paralellism requirement (28) states the relationship between two components, one of which is purely linguistic in nature (the formal syntax) and the other of which is non-linguistic (knowledge of how information is structured). What the parallelism requirement states is the required relationship between the domain of formal linguistics and a domain exterior to language per se. While the parallelism requirement itself is non-linguistic in the technical sense used in Generative Grammar, it is a central part of the systematic knowledge that a Standard Indonesian speaker has about his language.
Put differently, to know Standard Indonesian you must have an unconscious knowledge of this meta-requirement relating grammar and pragmatics. That is, the knowledge of parallelism is part of the competence of the native speaker. (Here competence is used to mean 'unconscious, 42 systematic knowledge of the language' rather than 'knowledge of the principles and paramenters of universal grammar as reflected in the language'. A comparison of SI and CJI is reminiscent of Comrie's (1989, pp. 74-85) 
